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fleer iiowerd, 

your letter of ll/lO la suite partite alt*. l»m glad toe enc J-" £U ^ 8 
._ tr „ conie-- for 1 do not went to take tao tine to reed idem now, -hen my mind 
*U be reluctant to go who;eheertedly to that sub act. having teen ^coupled 
S other thoughts. I’m trying to get the work In hand, on another onset, done. 

I had forgotten the -times testimony you cite, i®d you r.uote ^lnck In 
!i n ecourately. It ?a not teat , am oposed to the front-slice theory, it being 
mv own it is slanly that - am rel.etent to visualize more ana larger conspiracies 
tLin tnere need neve been. 1 taint it unllfciey *inck was entirely unaware of it 
if tissue had been removed from toa anteiior neck, and 1 think on this toe panel 
would not have lied, and 1 also talnk a lab man, unfamiliar with nrocedures in 
crimes of violence, could neve been unaware of slicing, away whet * 88 
evidence wnen he did it. -nan tie later found out, want was he to ueve done* * re- 
claimed ne'd loused up tee autopsy of a /resident, ae medical mecaer toet 
in cnarge of Isbs and ell tuetV Uy own thinking it that it is unlikely, f ced i , 
no exit for the imputed rear entrence, it did occur to i-inck tnet * specimen should 
heve been taken from the front, unless it was already gone and he looked and satis- 
fied himself visually there was no c nance. 

miiiea is caught in another of his Ilea: that he phoned ’erry to earn if 
there had teen a trach. ne knew it before he touchdd the body, e a explain in yi. 
So. if he took a sample from there, it could not nave been innocent, which argues 
your wey. however, if we are to accept the Miles estimate as accurate (as r have), 
it is o t accessary, ea you say, that the cut uave gone turouga it in e way to 
Uaict tae Si JUili, it eoulu nave been the hmm way, «u.c- -ooli -eve made 

it uarder to detect. 

Your explunatio on ttte brain la persuasive. That testimony has been oWt 
of mi mind for some time. I’ll be rereading it. again before i return to 3HI. here 
is something you migat neve added: this also destroyed ny evidences of a wound 
of entry. 11 1 rem mbered was tne we had virtually no work' pert, not tae laying 
back, .jowever, I’d be incline i to believe taat, given the intention to do a good 
Job, it could still nave been learned, 1 tnir.k that by the time Finck got there 
it nad been decided on tae nigher level tnat with s.veld in u nd they d do only 
wh- t made it look that he alone did it. Finck wa a tnere because he is a wound 
expert, ne is not as much a forensic pathologist as he m-kea out, sccording to both 

Yacht end Michels. 



Yet ?/ith this T cennot agreei H I cannot IragtMi in siy wildest dreams 
imagine why .-umes would be so absolutely stupid and ml., ale as as to remove the 
brain - unless, of course, this wss done before Finck wsa called". ~nd tou 
it was. ^ do not believe tuis. 1 am inclined to believe tae idee of getting *inck 
come up about toe time th* boay wad first viewed. 1 can believe tuet “umes wee 
seti’flcd tie .md two wounds of entrance and nothing ••’lse counted, so if A inc.< saw 
them it waa onough. 1 do not insist, J- mero suggest tuis coul ! nave been in his 
mind in those mounts of turmoil, shock ana t race :y... Let me reiormulete ,.ecny 
for you, ana substitute for en ,anmy man in a Navy hospital tne nree-nce of g,neral- 
ronk officers wuo were explicit in whet they did not want done. It ie not a Justi- 
fication of -inck, hut what I thick is a more likely explanation than lnc"m-etence. 



In your tracings of 0290-1, remember, it is not only the position of the 
body but its relationship to fized tninge and *nut part or how -nuen of it. shows 
and doesn't show in each frame .... Your leket intervisw is better than you represent 
...Shirt slits: good idea. ..Nothing elec from Gary on Harer....Lest comment on the 
doctors: they are all perjurers. T hey sre not, autometicelly, conspirators. If you 
refer further tnls, l f ll uhv© It under ?M* ffcenls !ind (^ood luck. 
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Deer howard, 

your letter of ll/lO is quite persuasive. I’m gled toe enclosures are 
extre copies, for 1 do not went to take ta* time to read tbam now, .Then my mind 
will be reluctent to go who;eheerteaiy to that suh ect, having teen preoccupied 
by other thoughts. I’m trying to get the work in hand, on another ‘erect, done. 

I had forgotten the ^titnes testimony you cite, <j&d you quote *'inck in 
N.O. accurately. It ie not tost j. am op;osed to tue front-slice theory, it being 
my own. -it is simply that ± am re latent to visualize more Bna larger conspiracies 
then there need neve been. 1 think it unlitakey *inck *es entirely unaware ol it 
if tissue had been removed from tte anterior neck, and 1 think on this tne panel 
would not have lied, and 1 also think e lab man, unfamiliar with procedures in 
crimes of violence, could heve been unaware of slicing av/ay what was crucial 
evidence when ue did it. 'hen ne lster found out, what was he to have done*' Pro- 
claimed he’d loused up tne eutopsy of a I resident, he medical mecher tnet he was, 
in charge of labs and ell thatV My own thinking it that it is unlikely, foced with 
no exit for the imputed rear entrance, it did occur to Finck that a specimen should 

have been taken from the front, unlees it was already gone end he looked and satis- 

fied himself visually tnere was no chance. 

hyijes is caught in enother of his lies: that he phoned Terry to 'earn if 
there had been a trach. ue knew it before he touchdd the tody, as 3 explain in TO I. 
So, if he to^k e sample from there, it could not have been innocent, which argues 

your way. however. If we ere to accept the Jelles estimate as accurate (as 1 have), 

it Is net necessary, as you say, tua t the cut neve gone through it in a way to 
bisect tue 5mni measurenitnt • 3 to could nave teen tne 3ram way, wu Cu wouli -ave made 
it harder to detect. 

Your explanatio on tne brain is pereuaeive. That tee time my nae been otot 
of mj mind for some time. I’ll be rereading it again before 1 return to PM II. There 
iB something you might nave added: this also destroyed >ny evidences of a wound 
of entry. 11 1 r era- mi be red was the we had virtually no work" port, not tne laying 
back, .lowever. I’d be inclines to believe that, given the intention t.o d* a g^d 
job, it could still nave bean learned, 1 think that by the time Finck got there 
it ned been decided on tne higher level tost with n eweld in ai 5 nd they’d do only 
wh- t made it look that he alone did It. Finck wee there because he is a wound 
expert. he ie not as much o forensic pathologist as he nr kes out, according to both 
^echt. and Tsichola. 

Yet with this T cermot agreei"! cannot In my wildest dreams 

imagine why -umes woulu bo so absolutely stupid and signless as to remove the 
brain - unless, of course, this v/-s done before **inck was called’ 1 , **nu tou suggest 
it was. do not believe wia. 1 am inclinud to believe t*ie idea oi getting rinck 
came up tbout tue time th* bony was first viewed. 1 can believe that ~umes was 
satisfied he and two wounds of entrance end nothing °lse counted, so if x lnck saw 
thtm it was enough. 1 do not Insist, x mere suggest this could have been in his 
mind in those moments of turmoil, shock ann t rageay • • .Let me reformulate *>ecLy 
for you, and substitute for an ,unmy -sen in a l evy hospital the presence of g^nersl- 
rank officers wuo were explicit in whot they did not want done. It Is not a justi- 
fication of - inck, hut what I think ie s more likely explanation than inc^m-etenco. 

In your tracings of ^290-1, remember, it is not only the position of the 
body but its relationship t~ fi^ed things end wnut ysrt ^r how much of It shows 
nnl doesn't ehow in each frame ... .Your icket interview is better th.«=n v^u represent. 
...Shirt slits: good idea .. .Nothing else from Gary on eerier. • . .Last comment on the 
dect^rs: they are all perjurers. They ere not, automatically, conspirators. If you 
refer further t* this, I’ll h*ve It under PM. Thsnls an a good luck. 



